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PèrforMance of Grade 5 students in a CMLR program
On the CTBS Test of Reading Comprehensiori_,_ October 1985

ABSTRACT

When a Chicago Mastery Learning Reading (CMLR) program was introduced
in September 1983 at Kettleby Public School (KPS), plans were made tO
monitor the progress of KPS students (Ss) in reading over the years
atd to make comparisons with_a variety of YRBE student groups, includ-
ing Ss in French imthersion (FI) and "gifted" programs. Grade 3 wag
chosenas the studY group as current_ mental _aptitude scores were
available and matching on IQ was thus facilitated. Initially the KPS
Ss were matched_overall with the other sub-groups but, over time atd
with the unequal enlargement of the study sub-populations; the match-
ing Was probably compromised.

In April 1984, a test of reading comprehension found the KPS Ss with
Slightly higher _mean average scores_ than_ their non-FI peers and
significantly higher scores than the FI cohort. In April 1985, a test
of "literal" or "factual" comprehension was given again but to a some-
what enlarged study population. AII comparison groups scored higher
than the KPS Sa but the difference between the KPS CMLR and other
hon-FI students was marginal when the "gifted" Ss scores were_factOred
Out. Possible causes for this dramatic change in the relative poSi-
tiOn of the CMLR population were inconclusively examined.

In October _1985, the study group, again somewhat enlarged; sat for A
more comprehensive reading test (factual comprehension; inference and
generalization Skills). Again the average KPS score was below the
mean of_the_non-FI Ss, but this time it equalled the score of the
non-FI Ss when the results of the "gifted" were factored out; The
Scores of the FI Ss were generally superior.

Item analysis and skills analysis identified apparent strengths and
Weakness Of the KPS performance compared to their YRBE peers and the
natiOnal norm group. This study report concludes with action recom-
M-endatiOnS for KPS and the relevant superintendencies.
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Performance of Grade 5 students in a CMLR program
Oh the CTBS Test of Reading Comprehension) Gctob.Pr 1985

SaCkgrOUnd

A_Chicago Mastery Learning Reading (CMLR) program was introduced in selected
classes at Kettleby P.S. in September 1983. Staff were concerned to determine
the_progress in reading of the KPS students compared with their peers. It waS
decided to track_one partiCiPating KPS grade untE, such concerns were adequate
ly addressed. The monitoring began in April 1984.

The Kettleby grade 3_students were selected for tracking. Grade 3s; including
French immersion (FI) students, from four other schools were designated._ as a
"control" or comparison group. An administration of the OtisLennon Mental
Abilities Test sh-owed the KPS and control groups to be roughly equivalent on
mean average 1p scores, With a small difference (not statistically significant)
favoring _the KPS_cohort. The FI students in the control schools averaged
slightly higher IQ SCOres than their nonFI peers.

The KPS and control students sat for a test of English reading (mainly literal
comprehension) in April 1984. A modified multiple choice CLOZE procedure vas
used. The reSultS) AS average number of correct responses:

KPS students -- 91%
other nonFI students -- 88

FI students -- 82

Formal instruction in English did not commence for FI students until grade 3.
It was anticipated (based on studies elsewhere) that the reading skills of the
FI sUbgrOup would grow to match their nonFI peers before long.

In April 1985,_ another CLOZE reading comprehension test was given. The study
group was noW in_grade 4. _More students were included in order to compensate
for changes_in the original study population (due to transfers into_or out of
those_Schools and to nonpromotion of scme of the original control cohort).
The changes more closely balanced the mean average IQs of the KPS group and
contrOl group) but now probably put the difference in favour of_ the control.
The changes also provided better balance between the FI and nonFI students ih
the control group, both with respect to balance in numbers and to mean IQ
between _these subgroups. These "balances" required the inclusion of_me
school that served as a "collector" for gifted nonFI students; including thOse
from Other schools in the study. This gifted subpopulation produced the high
est reading_scores) as expected, and called for a factoring out of their Scoree
when comparisons were to be made.

Second year results, as average number of correct responses; were

KPS students -- 79%
*other nonFI students -- 85
**other nonFl students -- 82%

FI students -- 86

( *includes 15 "gifted" students, about 11% of this subgroup)
(**not including "gifted" students)

5



While it was expected tha_t the rebalancing of the groups and the maturation of
English reading skills Of the FI students_ would "close the gap between KPS and
control groups," it was a surprise to find such a drop in the KPS scores.

Analysis of data was_conducted and various possibilities for the KPS students'
perforance were examined. These possibilities were considered.

(1) The CMLR program is_not as effective in promoting reading comprehension
as alternative methods and materials used in the control schools.

(2) The CMLR program was not effectively taught at KPS.

(3) There was a maladministration of the test at KPS.

(4) Changes in the populations at KPS and other schools did not average out",
but were to KPS's detriment.

(5) Some or all of the above or other factors, including random events.

These tentative conclusions resulted.

Studies elsewhere suggested good results with the CMLR materials and philoso
phy, so we were not yet prepared to accept possibility (1).

There was no direct evidence to support possibility (2). Since the KPS grade 4
teacher was new to the profession as well as to CMLR, it is possible that the
reading program would not be as well executed as the ongoing reading programs
at other schools with experienced teachers.

The possibility of a maladministration of the CLOZE test (3) was explored with
the teacher, but she believes the testing to be correctly conducted despite
some indication that Slightly less time may have been given than was called
for.

Changes in the population, as described above, was a partial and anticipated
factor; }CPS "lost" three students during the year and gained two. In a KPS
cohort of 25(1984)124(1985), the transfer factor could not of itself account
for the fact that the "mastery level attainment" fell from 88% to 36% of the
cohort from 1984 to 1985. (The first two reports define "mastery" and provide
details of the test results.) Possibility (4) could only account for part of
the decline.

A combination of factors (5) could be possible. Random events, or chance,
include not only teacher changes,- transfersin or transfersout, but also
differences in the test come into play in_any_measurement_of achievement. A
test instrument includes only_a small sample of all possible ways of measuring
reading. Given that the absolute range of school average scores was not very
great (variation from the mean was_only three raw_score points in 1984 and four
points in 1985) so perhaps chance is a substantial factor in the change in KPS
observed performance, even though the differences were beyond the standard
error of measurement (estimate Of difference between observed score and "true
score"). This speculation tight be given_credence if the KPS score in the
third year regressed significantly toward the mean. This, in fact, happened,
as we shall see.



Changed--c-ondi_t_i-ons-,Atlt-tlTlln 1985

The sequel to the Spring 1985 testing_odcurred in October 1985. There were
changes in at least tQO diMensiOnE that need to be understcod _since their
impact on this longitudinal study is difficult to estimate. _The_ first chatge
is in the test used, the Second is in the composition of the study group.

In April 1984 and April 1985 A battery of Ontario-devised and Ontario-normed
CLOZE reading passages were used to estimate the reading skills (mainly literal
or "factual" comprehension) of the study group. In October 1985 the
nationaIIy-normed Canadian Testf Basi-c Skills (CTBS) reading battery was
used. The formats of the_ CLUE and CTBS_ are somewhat different but both
require responses from multiple choices. _The substantive difference is that
while the CTBS also tests_ "faCtUal" comprehenSion, it adds many items to test
students' skills in deriving inferences _(seeing relationships, in large part)
and making generalizations identifying the most suitable title for a
passage). A CTBS "Skills Objectives"liSt_ is appent.:ed to this report. We
should note that a larger range of reading skillS was tested in October 1985.

The other change was a growth in the study _population from 351 (April 1985) to
379 (October 1985). The changes_are actually more dramatic than the numbers
indicate and, as a result, call for changes in analysis and also in the confi-
dence that we can place in the validity of this longitudinal monitoring. The
single largest change came from the addition of 14 non-French immersion stu-
dents at a school (not previously in the study) that, as of September, came to
house 27 FI students who had been part of the study since 1984. The decision
to enlarge rather than decrease the study population is open to challenge.
Another significant change in numbers came from "transfer-ins". At the school
offering a program for the gifted, the number of these special students rose
from 15 to 19; while this more-or-less maintained their ratio in the total
non-FT sub-group (about 11 per cent), scores for these children ran so high as
to make school-to-school comparisons -- or even the inclusion of their scores
anywhere in the study -- of questionable value except to present an aiming mark
for CMLR advocates, perhaps. A substantial change in numbers also occurred at
KPS; six "new" (i.e., transfer-ins or students not tested in April) students
sat for the October reading test. The number of transfer-outs from the study
schools is modest, apparently 9, some of whom may actually only have been
absent for the test. In all, there are some 46_"new" or "lost" subjects to or
from the study population, about a 137' change from April 1985. There is no
feasible way to determine whether the original matching on IQ has been main-
tained or whether, by such chance events as have been observed, the balance
tipped to favor the control group. Given that IQ is not invariant over the
years, any matching done on the basis of grade 3 ScoreS (December 1983) would
be somewhat suspect after two years. The population changes noted above tends
to weaken even further our confidence that the matching has been maintained.

One other change should be noted._ Most students MOVing froth grade 4 to 5
encountered a new teacher.. Some, howeyer, foUnd that_their teacher "moved on"
with them; this was_the _case with 13_ KPS_students. _This appears to have been
the situation in two other schoOlS (total_of two claSSes or partial classes).
It is hard to know whether this has any effect on the matter under study.
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Findings, Autumn 1985

CLOZE tests, which yield high correct reaponSe rates, were used in both_previ-
ous testing sessions (see p. 1 for summary of resulta). The CTBS reading bat-
tery yields much 2ower average scores; the national norm group's median average
scpre (au umn administration) for the grade 5 battery is 29 (of 54, i.e.,
547). The YRBE grade 5 study group median average was 32; this group's mean
average score was 31.4, clearly indicative that our Study group is at least at
the high end of the average range (about 1 standard deviation above the norm).

FOr the purpose of continuing the compatisdn_On apercéntage scale as for the
previous tests, here are the -ean average number of correct responses:

KPS students -- 53%
*other non-FI studenta -- 56%

**other non-FI student8 -- 53%
FI students -- 59%

(_*includes 19 "gifted" students, about 11% Of thig Sub-group)
(**Iibt including "gifted" students)

Thead data show that the KPS sub-group comparea as follows to the various other
sub-groups:

(1) a substantially lower score (3;1 rauT scora ptiihta on average, or about six
pet Cent) than the FI students;

(2) a somewhat lower score (1.6 raw score point§ on average, or about three
per cent) than alI other non-FI studentS, including the "gifted" sub-
group that averaged over 41 raw score pointS, or about 76% correct);

(3) Almost identically (actually 0.1 raw 5Ctire pdint_higher) with the non-FI
sub-group when the "gifted" students' stOr-eg Ate factor(!d out

When the scores of the "gifted" and Fl sub-groupa Are excluded, the score
arraya show yet another pattern of achievement. In the following table,
results are shown as mean average raw scores. Corresponding mean grade equiva-
lents (GE) and also building norms (BCE), expressed at percentiles, are shown
in brackets. Except for KPS, the school identitieS have been coded in this
table. However, they are identified by "type", briefly, at the foot of the
tPble. Further clarification of "type" is provided on page 6: the reason for
thiS typing is explained therein.
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TABLE 1: CTBS_Reading_Scores, Grade 5
non-FI and "non-gifted1stadents--,--Autumft-19B5

Sub-group Raw scorAa_( ___GE__ IcE1)

* 34.5 ( 6;0 99)

** "G" 30;9 ( 5.4 68)

** KPS 28;8 5;2 52)

*** "F" 28;6 5;2 52)

*** "A- 28;2 5;1 45)

*** "e" 28.0 5;1 45)

*** 27;7 5;1 45)

Average 28.7 53% Correa reapOnses)

Ss in school with program_for _"gifted", but nOt it the prOgrAM ("type 2")
Ss in schools with neither a_FI or "gifted" prograt ("type 1")
Non-FI Ss in a school with FI program

1The GE permits comparison of a student's score with the normative Attainment
of grade peers; the "building grade equivalent" (BGE), which it reported as a
percentile, permits comparison of a school grade average relative to the aver-
ages attained in other schools. The BGE relates to normt for Schools rather
than for individuals. School and individual norms may differ markedly, most
noticeably when school performance is much above or beloW Average. For
example, an individual score of x may translate to a GE equivalent to the 65th
percentile but a school average score of x may translate to the 95th percentile
among schools. For further clarification, consult the CTBS Manual for
Administrators.

9



6
Analyses

The data suggest that there may be at least four . streams" or_."typeg" to be
found among the schools selected for this study; at least with respett tO
reading achievement:

(1) two schools with neither FI_nor "gifted" programs (we may call thig "tain7
stream," but to avoid argumentative labelling; they are hietely Called
"type 1" schools hereafter);

(2) four schools with both a nonFT and FI program ("type gthOOlg);

(3) one school with only FI students ("type 3");

(4) one school with no FI students but_with a prograt for "gifted" gtUdenta
and a program for students in neither a "gifted" tor FI proteth ("tpe
4").

With so few schools in this study, it would be only a tentative COhtliigitin tO
say that reading score differentiation_tat generally be fOUtd atOng the typo
of schools. Reading 'achievement differentiation 4--s- occurring attOgg _the giib
groups within our schools. It apparently relates to the tettal aptitude -ad-cite§
of the students in each subgroup.

As Table 1 shows, KPS students averaged almost exactly at the mean of all the
nonFI, non"gifted" students. Perhaps this is the only valid expectation,
given that students with higher OtisLennon Mental Abilities Test scoreS (eg.,
in the "gifted" program and, on average, in the FI cohort) normally perform
better on reading or other achievement tests.

The_ CTBS test _scores can beused_to rank order reading skills identifiable
With _student (Ss) subgroups within the study and; in some tageS, Within
schools:

Rank

2

Subgroup

Ss in "gifted" programs

Other Ss in school with "gifted" program

3 FI Ss in schools with nonFI Ss

4 FI Ss in FI only school

5 nonFI Ss in schools without FI program

6 nonFI Ss in schools with FI program

Sitte the number of schools and students participating in the study is relativ
ely atall ahd not necessarily representativei_further research would be neces
Sary tO determine whether this pattern is general.

10
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Isanalyets

A reasonable question to ask is whether the CMLR Materials_ and methods deal
with_the Skills that the CTBS purports tb teASUre. If they do nOt "cover" the
Skills to at least the same degree as programs it the comparison schools; KPS
students may suffer by comparison;

To_try_ to answer this question; two first_steps Were_taken: (1) the skills
ObjectiveS Stated for the CTBS were identified_ and (2) the_CMLR t;rogram was
examined to determine whether and when these skills_ were_ addressed. In the
appendix the CTBS "Test R: Reading -- Skill Objettives;" as_ supplied by the
test publisher; are listed and defined. Soffie_totes for further consideration
by reathers are appended; Also it the Appendix are the (XLR's lists of where
each_(but one*) of the CTBS Skill Objectives _ate addressed in_grades 3, 4, or 5
in_the OMR materials (the CMIA colour-coded boOks_are named and the teaching
units are identified). The CTBS test battery ittlUdes reading passages at the
grades 3 through 7 level; but our CMLR lists Ate only relevant to the grade 5
16Vel.

From inspection we can confirm that the CMIR program apparently provides for
teaching of the tested skills. Only _the KPS teachers could attest to the
"covering" of the material or to how well the Substantive content matches the
demands of the test. Similarly, there iS uncertainty to the true match between
what reading skills are "taught" in the other Schools and what is tested. The
best estimate of match is probably student performance as it indicates "what
was learned."

How well then did the KPS compare, on the various reading skills, with the
comparison sub-groups? Table 2 helps us here. In this tabulation we have data
for 18 "difficult" items; these were attempted by the great majority of the 379
students in the study and each item taaS unSuccessfully answered (incorrect
response or no response) by anywhere from 30 to 69 per cent of the test-
takers.**

Table 2 groups the skills; identifies the iteMS; and shows the percentage of
the national norm_group that correctly anstoeted each _item. To the right side
of_this table we see how all the YRBE study groUn_performed; then how the major
sub-groups (FI/non-FT) of students did, and finally; hOw the KPS students
faked.

* CTBS skill objective 07 ("Mood") is not teSted at the grade 5 level

** These items are drawn from the first_35_(Of 54) items_in the test. At least
85_per cent of alI students attempted these items. The _other 17 items were
relatively "easy" and correctly answered by at least 70 (up to 100) per cent
of the group. The KPS did fairly well, catpared _to their YRBE peers; on
many of these items. Response liattethe _by_school or group tend to show
randOM error more than anything else at this level.
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Table 2: Performance on 18 difficult items of the
CTBS Reading Comprehension TeSt Form 6, Level 11 (Grade 5)

Fall Administration.) 1985

CorreCt Response Rate (%)

*Skill Itemt
National
_Norm

** YOrk Region Performance

Comblted (379) FI(W.183) Non-FI(N=I9E4 KPS

Fl 45 45% 48% 56% 41% 37%
Fl 60 34 47 53 42 20
Fl 64 41 54 56 52 47

F2 39 70 65 67 62 63

F3 48 40 48 50 47 40
F3 49 48 51 50 52 47
F3 55 54 66 69 63 57
F3 63 43 50 52 48 47

Ii 35 57 51 53 49 63
Ii 53 60 63 68 58 63

13 31 57 65 69 60 57
13 51 39 54 60 49 37

14 36 54 57 61 52 47

G1 50 38 40 43 38 43

G3 58 50 59 60 59 47
G3 59 45 54 61 46 43

G6 61 43 47 51 42 53
G6 62 44 45 48 41 53

* See the "Skill§ ObjettiVeS" sheet for descriptions of these skills

** For 379 students in eight schools
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This table seems to be telling us this about KPS StUdent8' reading skillS:

(1) on skill Fl, the KPS Ss score below both the national norm group and their
YRBE Peers;

(2) on skill F2, the KPS Ss score below the tatiOnal ncirm, but comparable to
their YRBE peers;*

(3) on skill F3, the KPS Ss scored bette than the national norm, but
below the YRBE attainment level;

(4) on skill II, he KPS scores were clearly -suptior on_one item_(35)_that
has been tentatively identified as having two tore7or-leSt equally plaus-
ible answers and may; based on our research, disdriminate negatively
against very bright Ss;

(5) on skills 13 and 14 the KPS Ss scored slightly below the norm group and
also below even the other non-FI YRBE studetts;

(6) on skills GI and G6, the KPS scores are superior to the national and non-
FI YRBE standards;

(7) on skin 03, the KPS scores are 1-0V-er than other groups.

n summary, aIthough_the KPS students did comparatively Well On the easier half
of the first 35 items; _they did more poorly, With A few exceptions, on the
"harder" items; whether compared to their not-FI YRBE peetS or_to other compar7
ison groups. Strangely; the KPS cohort did well :oh the tWO items (35 and 39)
that gave the YRBE students the most difficulty uben ddimpared to the national
norm.

One other analysis was performed. This also involved looking at "hard" test
items, in this case the eight items related to the last Story. This passage is
about (at the very least) the late grade 6 reading level in terms of content
and questions. Moreow,r, since this is a "power" (timed) test, slower readers
and those encountering difficulties do not make it to or through the last pas-
sage. In this administration, one in three studentS did not begin the last
story's questions and 42 per cent gave no response to the very last item.

Table 3(a) shows_the average correct response rate, as_a perdentage,_ item-by-
item (1/76 - 1/83);_attained _by the national tort populationi_ the whole YRBE
study group, the Fl cohort, the non-FI cohort (itcludihg the "gifted" Ss), and
the KPSsub-groupi__Average correct response rates biier the whole passage are
also giveni The skill associated with each item iS AlSO ShoOn.

* Item 39, the only item for skill F2, seems to require the 12 Skill (". . .

draw conclusion from factual details relatitg tti dlASSification") and is one
of the _few items producing sigtificattly lower YRBE scores, compared to the
national norm.

13
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Table 3(a): Average correct_response rate (%)
by item for the last reading passage Of
The CTBS READING COMPREHENSION TEST

Level 11; Grade 5; AUtdttin 1985

*Skill Item?!
National

Norm

PCtforniAtidé

enmbined (N=379) FI(N=183) Non=FI(N=196) KPS

12 83 19 17.7 16.4 18.9 20.0

G2 82 28 19.5 18.6 20.4 36.7

G3 81 25 20.3 19.7 20.9 16.7

F1 80 19 25.1 23.4 26.5 30.0

F2 79 30 33.2 33.3 33.2 36.7

G2 78 48 45.1 43.7 46.4 40.0

Fl 77 45 38.3 41.0 35.7 30.0

F3 76 32 31.7 27.9 35.2 33.3

Avg. correct
response rate 31 29 28 30 30

Items 76-83 are based on the last reading selection in the tett

See the "Skills Objectives" sheet for descriptions of thete tkillt

** Fdt 379 students in eight schools

1 4



Over the eight items, the KPS reSUlt_Smeet or exceed the nationaI_or _local
standards five times. Of the faUr_l_jkill items, the KPS Ss scores_were_super7
ior thrice. But ot the three G_Skill items_they were, overall, just average
despite a remarkably better ahot4ihg Oh_the G2 item which proved very difficult
for their YRBE peers. On the and I Skill item they were slightly above the
norm and control groups;

If we can generalize frOt all the Skill analysis data, then we can suggest that
the KPS students:

(1) do well on the easiest (grade 3 level passages) and hardest (grade 6+
level stories) items, but not so well on Fl and F2 items drawn from grade
4-5 passages;

(2) do well on Il and 12 skill iteMs, not so well on 13 and 14;

(3) do better bt GI, G2, and G6 items but dO relatively poorly on G3 items.

In answer to the question Of htit4 well the skills dealt with in the CMLR materi7
als relate tb the Skills_tested, the test results suggest a reasonably good
fit. But there are tanSiderable achievement variations; with indicatiots that
some skills are_tot add4Uately dealt with yet. On the other_side of the coin,
CMLR materials for grade§ 3, 4 and 5 deal with some reading skills (G4; G5; and
G8) not really tested by the grade 5 level of CTBS.

In answer to our concerns over the SOring 1985 CLUE test results; it would tow
appear_that the drathatid "dir in KPS scores then did not represent a trend.
The Autumn 1985 CTBS Store§ pUt KPS somewhere in the "middle of the pack". We
can detect; frOt the_CTBS reSUlts; that the "fact" skins (literal comprehet7
sion) of the KPS StudehtS dO have much room for improvement and that the "dip"
possibly reflected defidiehdieS in skill objectives Fl and F2 in the Spring and
Autumn of 1985.

Table 3(h) gives detailSOf the performance of the non-FI students (including
the gifted at Odhool "E") at the seven schools with non-F1 programs. This
break-out adds the folloWing particulars:

(1) on four of the eight iteMS, the KPS Ss average correct response rate is
the highest Or Setohd ohly to that of the school "E" cohort;

(2) even on their We-Ake-St iteMs, the KPS sub-group ranks no lower than fifth.

.1 5
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Table 3(b): Average correct response rate (%)
by it6t fot the last reading passage of
THE CTBS READING COMPREHENSION TEST

Grade 5, NOn-FteriCh Immersion Students (N=196)

School Code

Item t skin

York Region* non-FI average performance

= -A B C KPS By-item %

83 12 0.0 15.8 21.4 20.0 32.0 10.5 12.8 18.9

82 G2 0.0 10.5 14.3 36.7 18.0 18.4 23.1 20.4

81 G3 0.0 15.8 28.6 16.7 28.0 21.1 17.9 20.9

80 Fl 0.0 10.5 21.4 30.0 40.0 23.7 23.1 26.5

79 F2 16.7 10.5 14.3 36.7 54.0 28.9 28.2 33.2

78 G2 33.3 31.6 42.9 40.0 74.0 28.9 43.6 46.4

77 Fl 16.7 31.6 57.1 30.0 44.0 28.9 33.3 35.7

76 F3 16.7 15.8 35.7 33.3 40.0 26.3 25.6 35.2

Avg. correct response rate for this story = 29.7%

* I.e., for theSe §EVeri §-chards with non-FI students only

1 6
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Retommendation8 for further aCtion

It is recommended

1; That Kettleby Public School principal and appropriate staff should_reviey
the teSt data and this report (also the report "French Immersion Studies,
Y6Ar 3",_recently distributed, which adds other analytic_ data on grade 5
students' performance on the CTBS). In this review they vill vant tO
consider, among other matters:

(a) how wel? the CMLR materials and methods address the skills which do
not appear to have been as well attained in KPS as in other YRBE
Schools (especially by non-FI students, perhaps), namely

F1, F2; 13; 14; G3

(b) and also that skill area that non-FI YRBE students as a whole did not
appear to have attained to any greater degree than the national norm
group, namely

Generalization

The CMLR Indices_ (see Appendix) will help locate exercises relevant to
these skillt. The CTBS Teachers Manual also suggests skills-related
learning activities (pp. 37-39).

2; That the_Superintendent of Planning and Development and the Superintendent
ofSchools, Area_ 2, _receive this report for information and for any
follow-Up aCtivities they deem appropriate.

3. That_the Research Offi_Cer and Testing Officer review the Autumn 1985 CTBS
reading Scores attained by the grade 4 and grade 7 KPS students and report
any possibly significant variations between KPS scores and those of
appropriate comparison schools or groups, and that they report out findings
to the principal of Kettleby Public School by May 1, 1986;

4. That the principal of Kettleby Public School, after consultations as he
sees fit, indicate (by June 1, 1986) to the Research Officer and Testing
Officer any further monitoring activities wanted for 1986-87.
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A? E N D _1_1(

CANADIAN TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

Test R: Reading

SKILLS OBJECTIVES
F Facts: To Recognize and Understand Stated Factual

Details and Relationships (Literal Meaning)

Fl Description: To understand factual details relating to description of
people. places, objects. and events

F2 Categonzation: To understand factual details relating to classification
F3 Relationships: To understand functional relationships; time, and sequence
F4 Contextual Meaning: To deduce the meanings of words or phrases from

context

Inferences: To Infer Underlying Relationships
(Interpretative Meaninc)

11 Cause and Effect: To understand cause, effect, and interaction
12 Draw Conclusions: To draw conclusions from information and

relationships
13 Traits and Feelings: To infer traits, feelings, and emotions of characters
14 Motives: To infer the motives and reasons for thc actions of characters

C Generalizatlens: To Develop Generalizations from a Selection
(Evaluative Meaning)

GI Main Idea: To recognize the main idea or topic of a paragraph or
selection

G2 Organization: To understand the organization of a paragraph or selection
G3 Application: To apply information through generalization or prediction
G4 Purpose: To recognize the author's purpose, motive, or intention
G5 Viewpoint: To recognize the author's viewpoin% attitude, or bias

66 Figurative Language:_To interpret_figurative language
G7 Mood: To recognize the_ mood_or tone of a selection
G8 Style: To recognize qualities of styk or Structure

For further detail on the three major skill categories
(facts, inferences, generalizations) and on the number of
test items for each of the 16 skill objectives see the CTBS
Teacher's Guide, pp 35-37 (available on loan: contact the
Research Office).

The Teacher's Guide also provides information on how to con7
duct individual and group analysis of performance (pp 31=-34)
and also offers suggestions for developing skillS in each of
the three major skill categories. (pp. 38-39);

18
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Indeg to reading comprehension SkillS
measured by the CTILI

GRADE 3

Facts

Fl Description

F2 Categorization

F3 Relationships

F4 Contextual meaning

Inferences

Ii Cause and effect

12 Draw ,:onclusiong

13 Traits and feeling§

14 MotiveS

Generalizations

GI Maih idea

G2 Organitatiori

G3 Application

COLOUR, DESCRIPTION, AND UNIT(S)

Orange,

Orange,

Orange,

Comprehetsion, 7, 9

Comprehension, 1

Comprehension, 2, 4, 6

Orange, Word attack/Study Skins,
13 Orange, Comprehension, 6

Orange, Comprehension; 8

Orange, Comprehension; 3, 8

Orange, Comprehension; 9

Orange, Comprehension, 8

Green, Comprehension, 8
Orange, Comprehension, 4

Green, Comprehension, 8

Green, Comprehension, 7;10,11;12
Orange, Comprehension, 2, 4-7; 10

G4 PurpoSe Orange, Comprehension, 9

1 9
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SKILLS
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Index to reading comprehension Skillt
measured by the CTBS

GRADE 4

Facts:

Fl Description

F2 Categorization

F3 Relationships

F4 Contextual meaning

Inferences:

11 Cause and effect

12 Draw conclusions

13 Traits and feelings

14 Motives

Generalizations:

G1 Main idea

G2 Organization

G3 Application

G4 Purpose

G5 Viewpoint

G6 Figurative language

G8 Style

COLOUR, DESCRIPTION, AND UNIT(S)

ComprehensiOn, 7, 8

Orange, Comprehension, 1

Blue, Comprehension, 2

Blue, ComprehenSion, 5

Blue, ComprehensiOn, 6

Blue, Comprehension, 6

Blue, ComprehensiOn, 9

No Specific Teaching Activities

Weird Atte-cis/Study Skills, 11
Blue, Comprehension, 1

Blue, Word Attatk/StUdy SkillS,
Blue, ComprehensiOn, 1, 2

No Specific Teaching Activities

No Specific Teaching ActivitieS

Blue, Comprehension, 3

Blue, Comprehension, 7

Blue, Comprehension, 7

20
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CMLR: IndeX to reading comprhension skills.
measured by the CTBS

GRADE 5

SKILLS COLOUR, DESCRIPTION AND UNIT(S)

Facts:

Fl Description Tani Comprehension; 1, 6, 7

F2 Categorization Tan, Comprehension;

F3 Relationships Tani Comprehension, 4, 7

F4 Contextual meaning Tani Study Skills;

Inferences:

Ii Cause and effect

12 Draw conclusions

13 Trait§ and feelings

14 MotiVeS

Generalizations:

GI Main idea

G2 Organization

G3 Application

G4 Purpose

G5 Viewpoint

G6 Figurative language

G8 Style

21

Tan, Comprehension, 1, 4

Tan, Comprehension,

Tan, Comprehension, , 3

Tan, Comprehension, 1, 3

Tani Comprehension; ;

Tan; Comprehension; , 4, 7

Tan; Comprehension; i

Tan; Comprehension; ; 4

Tani Study Skills; 5

Tani Comprehension; 6

Tan, Study Skills; 5


